July  16-30 

1 1n  Bnirut.  Fighting  subsided  as  U.S. 
Marines  landed  and  U.S.  troubleshooter 
Robert  Murphy  began  negotiations  for 
agreement  on  Army  Chief  General 
Fuad  Shehab  as  President  Chaumoun’s 
successor.  But  a  savage  bomb  plot 
against  Premier  Sami  Sohl,  which  took 
six  lives,  jeopardized  the  settlement  on 
the  eve  of  the  scheduled  July  31  elec¬ 
tion.  Moscow  and  Damascus  radios 
falsely  reported  that  ten  U.S.  soldiers 
had  been  slain  and  many  wounded  in 
a  clash  with  rebels. 

f  In  Amman.  King  Hussein  asked  for 
British  and  U.S.  troops  to  steady  his 
throne.  The  British  sent  2,000  para¬ 
troopers  while  the  U.S.  furnished  ur¬ 
gently  needed  oil  supplies  and  $12.5 
million,  but  the  West  discouraged  Hus¬ 
sein’s  desire  to  lead  his  Arab  Legion 
against  the  Iraq  military  junta  to  avenge 
the  murder  of  his  cousin.  King  Feisal. 

I  In  BoghdcKl.  A  republic  was  set  up 
under  Maj.  Gen.  Abdul  Karim  el  Kas- 
sem.  The  regime  suppressed  the  pic¬ 
tures  and  washed  away  the  stains  of  the 
bloody  revolt  It  was  inunediately  rec¬ 
ognized  by  the  UAR  and  the  Kremlin, 
but  it  protested  friendship  for  the  West, 
promised  to  continue  the  flow  of  oil 
and,  despite  its  pro-Nasser  ties,  delayed 
joining  Ae  UAR. 

The  West  had  one  major  hold  on 
Iraq.  The  Iraqis  knew  that  the  West 
could  step  up  production  in  Kuwait 
Saudi  Arabia  and  Iran  and  do  without 
Iraq  oil  if  necessary.  Nasser  knew  it 
too,  and  the  West  watched  apprehen¬ 
sively  for  Nasser  coups  against  the 
British  oil  protectorates  and  the  shaky 
ttuone  of  King  Saud.  (Saudi  Arabia 
lervously  refused  U.S.  planes  permis¬ 
sion  to  fly  fuel  to  Jordan.) 
fbi  Moscow.  U.S.  boldness  startled 
^foviet  Premier  Khrushchev.  Nasser, 
ca  route  from  his  vacation  with  Uto, 

;  (Continued  on  page  120) 


Firmness  For  Freedom 

Most  Americans  approve  U.S.  action  in  Lebanon  because  if  we  had 
not  acted,  the  Baghdad  coup  might  have  been  emulated,  within  hours, 
in  Jordan,  Lebanon,  Kuwait,  Saudi  Arabia,  the  Sudan  and  Tunisia. 

Moreover,  our  action  had  psychological  effect.  One  of  the  gravest 
counts  in  the  indictment  against  past  policy  has  been  a  lack  of  firnmess. 
Now  this  criticism  has  been  met  by  President  Eisenhower  and  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  Dulles.  This  reassurance  has  strengthened  democratic 
regimes  everywhere.  ^ 

In  general  terms,  we  have  three  major  purposes  in  the  Near  East: 
peace,  development  and  freedom.  Every  policy  must  serve  these  objec¬ 
tives,  clearly  and  decisively. 

Thus  it  be  a  defeat  if  we  withdraw  prematurely  from  Lebanon, 
without  international  safeguards  against  Nasser-stimulated  revolts. 
Otherwise,  the  entire  region  will  be  exposed  to  a  renewal  of  subversion. 

We  have  no  quarrel  with  Arab  nationalism,  but  we  must  distinguish 
between  it  and  Nasser’s  Egyptian  imperialism.  We  cannot  succumb 
to  the  defeatist  view  that  we  must  come  to  teims  with  Nasser  because 
he  was  ordained  to  inherit  the  Near  East.  There  are  many  govern¬ 
ments — Lebanon,  Jordan,  Sudan,  Israel,  Iran,  Turkey,  Ethiopia,  Libya, 
Tunisia — ^which  prefer  democracy  to  either  Moscow’s  communism  or 
Nasser’s  military  dictatorship.  They  should  be  strengthened  by  clear- 
cut  guarantees,  with  economic  aid  and  military  aid  where  their  demo¬ 
cratic  commitment  is  unquestioned.  And  they  should  be  drawn  closer 
together  by  their  community  of  interest. 

Action  ^ong  these  lines  may  yet  stiffen  resistance  in  Kuwait  and 
Saudi  Arabia  and  even  influence  the  new  Iraqi  regime  to  keep  a  safe 
distance  from  Cairo. 

But  the  major  problem  is  poverty.  We  have  developed  oil  for  the 
enrichment  of  the  pashas,  but  we  have  not  found  the  way  to  bring  life- 
giving  water  to  the  people.  Such  projects  as  the  Jordan  Valley  devel¬ 
opment  and  the  Aswan  Dam  were  vetoed  by  Nasser’s  mad  obsession 
with  arms  and  power-politics.  We  must  cooperate  with  other  powers, 
to  promote  development  which  benefits  all  the  people. 

☆ 

No  one  can  extravagantly  assume  that  the  projected  summit  talks 
will  overnight  bring  peace,  guarantees,  arms  embargoes,  and  huge 
development  programs.  Yet  the  talks  may  prove  salutary  if  we  define 
our  vital  interests  and  objectives. 

At  the  very  minimum,  we  must  insist  that  all  Near  East  nations 
formally  renounce  aggression,  whether  direct  or  indirect,  the  marching 
of  troops  or  the  transmission  of  threats.  Let  the  West  make  clear 
that  we  will  firmly  support  independent  governments  which  are  targets 
of  hostility  and  that  we  will  reject  appeasement. 

The  UN  is  the  right  place,  for  the  conference  could  begin,  appropri¬ 
ately,  with  the  solemn  recitation  of  the  UN  charter,  fidelity  to  which 
would  obviate  the  need  for  the  meeting  itself. 
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ANALYSIS:!  , 

It  is  difficult  for  the  U.S.  to  come  to 
terms  with  Egypt’s  Gamal  Abdel  Nas¬ 
ser  because  he  does  not  really  want  to 
come  to  terms  with  the  West.  He  prof¬ 
its  by  his  anti-Westemism.  He  gains 
popular  acclaim  by  portraying  America 
as  the  villain,  the  enemy  of  nationalism, 
the  ally  of  the  conservative  past  and 
the  exploiter  of  the  fellahin. 

To  this  indictment,  America  owes 
neither  assent  nor  apology. 

The  truth  is  that  Arab  nationalism  is 
indebted  to  the  U.S.  For  if  our  coun¬ 
try  had  not  entered  World  War  I  in 
1917,  thus  ensuring  the  victory  of  the 
Allies,  and  if  President  Wilson  had  not 
insisted  on  self-determination  for  all 
peoples,  the  Ottoman  Empire  would 
have  survived  and  the  eight  independ¬ 
ent  Arab  states  would  not  have  come 
into  existence. 

Few  Arab  nationalists  today  will  ac¬ 
knowledge  the  decisive  U.S.  role  in  re¬ 
storing  Arab  independence,  and  if  they 
are  reminded  of  it  they  will  insist  that 
the  U.S.  then  foiieited  Arab  friendship 
by  supporting  the  creation  of  the  State 
of  Israel.  Since  the  great  majority  of 
the  nations  of  the  world,  including  the 
USSR  as  well  as  the  U.S.,  joined  at  the 
UN  in  reconunending  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  Israel,  it  is  always  a  mystery 
why  the  U.S.  should  be  singled  out  by 
Arabs  for  special  responsibility. 

Conversely,  since  the  U.K.  alone 
among  the  Great  Powers  refused  to 
support  and  implement  the  UN  deci¬ 
sion,  it  is  a  mystery  why  this  pro-Arab 
attitude  did  not  endear  the  British  to 
the  Arab  world. 

But  the  fraudulent  character  of  this 
propaganda  is  best  exposed  by  the  for¬ 
gotten  fact  that  the  pioneer  Arab  na¬ 
tionalists  who  led  the  desert  revolt  were 
so  eager  for  independence  and  so  grate¬ 
ful  to  the  West  for  assistance  in  driving 
out  the  Turks  that  they  did  not  be¬ 
grudge  Palestine  to  the  Jews. 

They  Accepted  Zionism.  The  romantic 
leader  of  the  Arab  awakening,  Law¬ 
rence  of  Arabia,  accepted  Zionism  and 
believed  it  would  benefit  the  Arabs. 

The  diplomatic  literature  of  the  pe¬ 
riod  documents  Arab  acquiescence. 

On  Jan.  3,  1919,  with  Lawrence  as 
intermediary,  the  Emir  Feisal,  grand¬ 
father  of  the  youthful  king  who  was 
murdered  in  the  Baghdad  coup  last 
July  14,  signed  an  agreement  with  Dr. 
Chaim  Weizmann  by  the  terms  of 
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..The  U.S.  Helped  Arab  Nationalism 


which  the  Arab  Kingdom  of  the  Hejaz 
accepted  the  Balfour  Declaration.  Two 
months  later,  Feisal  wrote  to  Associate 
Justice  Felix  Frankfurter,  who  was  then 
representing  the  21ionist  organization: 

“We  Arabs,  especially  the  educated 
among  us,  look  with  sympathy  on  the 
21ionist  movement .  .  .  We  will  wish  the 
Jews  a  most  hearty  welcome  home.” 

Thus,  the  British  Royal  Commission, 
in  the  historic  1937  report  declared: 

“If  King  Hussein  and  the  Emir  Fei¬ 
sal  secured  their  big  Arab  State,  they 
would  concede  little  Palestine  to  the 
Jews.” 

Indeed,  there  was  every  reason  for 
the  Arabs  to  accept  the  Balfour  Decla¬ 
ration  which  promised  Palestine  fully 
to  the  Jews  Iwcause  that  Declaration 
helped  win  World  War  I  and  helped 
the  Arabs  themselves  to  liberation.  It 
may  sound  odd  to  today’s  Arab  na¬ 
tionalists,  but  Arab  nationalism  liter¬ 
ally  owed  a  debt  to  Zionism. 

Thus,  the  British  Royal  Commission 
wrote  in  1937: 

“The  fact  that  the  Balfour  Decla¬ 
ration  was  issued  in  1917  in  order 
to  enlist  Jewish  support  for  the 
Allies  and  the  fact  that  this  sup¬ 
port  was  forthcoming  are  not  suffi¬ 
ciently  appreciated  in  Palestine. 

The  Arabs  do  not  appear  to  re¬ 
alize  in  the  first  place  that  the 
present  position  of  the  Arab  world 
as  a  whole  is  mainly  due  to  the 
great  sacrifices  made  by  the  Allied 
and  Associated  Powers  in  the  War, 
and,  secondly,  that  insofar  as  the 
Balfour  Declaration  helped  to 
bring  about  the  Allies’  victory,  it 
helped  to  bring  about  the  emanci¬ 
pation  of  all  the  Arab  countries 
from  Turkish  rule.  If  the  Turks 
and  their  German  allies  had  won 
the  war,  it  is  improbable  that  all 
the  Arab  countries  except  Pales¬ 
tine,  would  now  have  become  or 
be  about  to  become  independent 
states.” 

Arab  Rasistanca.  Arab  hopes  for  com¬ 
plete  and  swift  independence  were  frus¬ 
trated  by  both  the  British  and  the 
French.  Feisal  himself  was  ejected 
from  the  Syrian  throne.  Inside  Pales¬ 
tine,  Arab  extremists  resisted  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  Balfour  Declaration 
and  the  League  of  Nations  Mandate 
with  riots  and  strikes.  With  this,  there 
began  a  long  and  tragic  period  of  vacil¬ 
lation  and  appeasement,  during  which 
Jewish  rights  to  Palestine  were  whittled 
down  by  the  Mandatory  Power. 


The  first  partition  in  1922  severed 
Transjordan  from  Palestine  to  provide 
a  throne  for  Abdullah,  as  a  consolation 
to  wounded  Arab  pride.  (One  won¬ 
ders  whether  Churchill  would  do  it 
today.)  Finally,  by  1939,  the  promise 
to  the  Jews  was  virtually  nullified  by 
the  Palestine  White  Piq>er,  which  aU 
but  closed  Palestine’s  doors  to  Jewish 
immigration  and  doomed  uncounted 
numbers  of  Jews  to  death  in  Hitler’s 
gas  chambers  and  concentration  camps. 
(History  has  a  curious  way  of  re¬ 
peating  itself.  In  a  first  reaction 
to  the  anti-Western  coup  in  Baghdad, 
Sen.  Ralph  Flanders  (R)  Vt.,  offered 
a  1958  “White  Paper."  He  took 
the  Senate  floor  to  urge  cutting  down 
Jewish  immigration  into  Israel  by 
striking  at  American  Jewish  philan¬ 
thropic  support  for  refugee  resettle¬ 
ment.  How  does  Senator  Flanders 
reconcile  his  argument  that  American 
Jewish  aid  to  Israel  has  caused  Arab 
resentment  with  the  impressive  fact 
that  West  Germany  has  never  suf¬ 
fered  any  setback  in  its  growing  rela¬ 
tions  with  the  Arab  states,  even 
though  it  is  pouring  almost  a  billion 
dollars  into  Israel  for  reparations?) 
Despite  its  early  disappointments, 
Arab  nationalism  overcame  obstacles 
as  the  French  and  British  withdrew  and 
Arabs  won  independence  in  nine  sepa¬ 
rate  Arab  states.  But  one  must  draw  a 
distinction  between  the  historic  nation¬ 
alism  of  the  Hashemites  and  the  form 
it  takes  under  Nasser’s  banner. 

Nasser  wants  to  unite — and  domi¬ 
nate — the  entire  Arab  world.  It  is  a 
bizarre  twist  of  history  that  the  great- 
grandson  of  Hussein,  the  leader  of  the 
Hejaz  revolt,  has  fallen  to  assassins 
who  struck  him  down  in  the  name  of 
Nasser’s  nationalism. 

A  true  nationalism  respects  the  rights 
of  all  people  to  self-determination,  Jews 
as  well  as  Arabs,  Iraqis  as  well  as 
Egyptians,  Lebanese  as  well  as  Saudi 
Arabians.  This  is  consistent  with  the 
Wilsonian  concept,  but  the  imperialist 
would  erase  boundaries  he  impeaches 
as  artificial  and  obliterate  sovereignties 
he  derides  as  synthetic. 

Those  who  want  to  deal  with  Nasser 
must  ask  whether  they  accept  the  prop¬ 
osition  that  all  Near  East  states  are  his 
rightful  legacy  and  that  none  are  en¬ 
titled  to  assistance  in  defense  of  their 
integrity.  How  can  they  be  sure  that 
the  Syrians  are  resigned  to  their  an¬ 
nexation?  Or  that  Iraq  must  be  written 
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off?  b  Arab  “unity”  an  instrument  for 
subjugation? 

To  embrace  Nasserism  because  we 
are  the  friend  of  Arab  nationalism  is 
to  say  that  we  must  put  up  with  juvenile 
delinquency  because  we  love  our  chil¬ 
dren. 

Press' on  Israel 

Although  Israel  is  now  one  of  the 
few  Near  East  states  firmly  committed 
to  the  West  and,  despite  its  size,  a  re¬ 
doubtable  source  of  strength  for  the 
free  world,  Arab  propagandists  have 
now  opened  an  all-out  campaign  to 
make  her  the  scapegoat  for  Western 
reverses.  This  is  an  obvious  prelude 
to  pressure  on  Israel  to  make  conces¬ 
sions  to  the  Arabs  and  thus  placate 
Nasser,  a  tactic  reminiscent  of  the 
craven  responses  of  European  states¬ 
men  to  the  rise  of  Nazism  in  the  1930’s. 

Responsible  Western  statesmen  are 
not  likely  to  collaborate  in  any  such 
disreputable  and  perverse  program.  Yet 
the  mood  of  panic,  engendered  by  a 
train  of  adversity,  can  lead  to  suicide 
pacts. 

Nuri  as-Said's  Tastamant.  This  prop¬ 
aganda  will  gather  impetus  from  an 
article  in  Life  magazine  written  by 
Nuri  as-Said  before  his  death.  In  this 
“testament,”  the  late  Iraq  Prime  Min¬ 
ister  damns  Israel  for  Western  setbacks 
and  complains  that  “Americans  seem 
incapable  of  comprehending  the  pro¬ 
foundly  bitter,  even  pathological  atti¬ 
tude  of  the  Arabs  toward  the  Jews  of 
Israel.”  He  concedes  that  this  is  per¬ 
haps  “an  ugly  thing  but  it  is  basic  to 
the  seeming  Arab  compulsion  to  flirt 
with  suicide.” 

Yet  neither  the  creation  of  Israel  nor 
its  policies  figured  in  the  pro-Nasser 
coup  in  Iraq  or  the  siege  of  Lebanon. 
Neither  Israel  nor  Zionism  was  an  is¬ 
sue.  The  pro-Nasser  campaigns  in 
both  countries  are  assaults  —  not  on 
Zionism  or  Israel  —  but  on  Western 
“imperialism,”  military  moves  in  the 
overall  struggle  of  totalitarianism 
against  democracy. 

In  his  youth  Nuri  as-Said,  like  his 
fellow  nationalists,  Lawrence  and  Fei- 
sal,  was  ready  at  Paris  in  1919  to  ac¬ 
cept  a  Jewish  Palestine.  But  that  has 
generally  been  forgotten,  and  in  later 
years  no  Arab  leader  was  more  im¬ 
placable  in  his  persistent  demands 
for  concessions  to  appease  the  Arabs. 
Alone  among  the  Arab  states,  Iraq  re¬ 
fused  to  sign  an  armistice  agreement 
with  Israel.  All  last  year  he  cam¬ 
paigned  in  London  and  Washington  de¬ 
manding  slices  of  Israel  to  prove  that 
he  was  a  true  Arab  patriot — not  so 
much  because  he  hated  Israel  but  be¬ 
cause  he  was  under  attack  for  his  pro- 
Western  policies,  and  he  needed  anti- 


Zionism  as  a  shield  against  the  frenetic 
Cairo  Radio. 

It  is  the  West — not  Israel — that  is 
the  primary  target  of  Nasser. 

Where  Does  HisttHT  Begin? 

Nevertheless,  there  are  some  pundits 
who  are  obsessed  with  the  view  that  if 
there  were  no  Israel  the  Near  East 
would  be  a  vast  oasis  of  peace.  In¬ 
variably  these  historians  begin  their 
chronicle  of  current  developments  in 
1948  with  the  establishment  of  Israel. 

One  might  reply  with  equal  force 
that  Western  diflienlties  in  the  area 
began,  not  with  the  establishment  of 
Israel,  bat  with  the  demonstration  of 
the  weakness  and  infirmity  of  the  West 
when  it  failed  to  defend  Israel  from 
Arab  aggression  and  subsequently  toler¬ 
ated  and  condoned  the  Arabs'  refusal 
to  make  peace. 

Typical  of  the  propagandists  who 
seek  to  blame  Israel  is  Dorothy  Thomp¬ 
son,  former  head  of  AFME,  who  syn¬ 
dicated  a  bitter  attack  in  her  newspaper 
column  on  July  28.  That  column  dis¬ 
torts  the  record  and  impugns  the  in¬ 
tegrity  of  former  President  Harry  S. 
Truman  and  former  Governor  Thomas 
E.  Dewey  who.  Miss  Thompson 
charges,  supported  Israel  in  1948  be¬ 
cause  they  were  vying  for  votes.  One 
might  enter  a  point-by-point  rebuttal 
but  perhaps  the  best  answer  to  her 
(and  Senator  Flanders)  is  written  in 
the  passionate  words  Miss  Thompson 
herself  uttered  to  a  huge  gathering  in 
Madison  Square  Garden  on  March  21, 
1944.  These  are  some  of  the  statements 
Miss  Thompson  made: 

1[“A  people  without  •  homeland  of 
their  own  is  doomed. . . . 
n  “From  one  end  of  Europe  to  another, 
Jews  ait  down  and  weep,  aye  they  weep, 
because  they  remember  Zion.  And  I 
say:  Their  word  should  go  out  through 
all  the  earth  and  their  cry  to  the  end 
of  the  world.  And  there  should  be  no 
speech  and  language  where  their  voice 
is  not  heard.  .  . . 

U  “The  opponents  of  Zionism  are  hypo- 
crits.  They  oppose  the  Jewish  home¬ 
land  on  behalf  of  the  Arabs.  Very 
well,  then.  What  Christian  country, 
however  underpopulated,  is  prepared  to 
receive  all  who  come? 

If  “The  brutal  truth  is  that  the  only 
spot  .  .  .  where  .  .  .  Jewish  refugees 
were  received  ...  as  assets  and  not 
liabilities — is  Palestine.  .  .  .  And  have 
they  a  right  to  be  there? 

If  “To  whom  anyhow  does  this  earth 
belong?  ...  I  have  no  patience  with 
the  argument  that  Palestine  ‘belongs’ 
to  the  Arabs,  because  they  are  the 
original  settlers  there,  which  by  the 
way,  ia  very  dubious. 

II  “Tlie  Near  East  was  once  a  great 
center  of  civilisation.  .  .  .  Only  in  our 
own  times  could  this  land  be  redeemed. 
.  .  .  But  in  the  whole  Near  East  only 
one  people  have  done  it — and  that  is 
the  Jews  of  Zion.  .  .  .  They  are  taking 


nothing  from  the  Arabs.  They  are  giv¬ 
ing  the  most  essential  thing  there  is. 

. . .  For  they  are  saving  and  recreating 
the  land.  ... 

V  “If  all  the  Jews  of  Europe  should 
settle  in  Palestine  and  its  surroundings 
and  do  what  the  original  stonebreakers 
and  builders  of  the  soil  have  done,  there 
would  not  be  fewer  and  poorer  Arabs 
but  more  and  richer  Arabs  in  the  Near 
East.  ...  The  earth  belongs  to  its  lov¬ 
ers  and  creators.” 

Perhaps  Governor  Dewey  listened  to 
her  words  that  night.  Perhaps  Harry 
Truman,  then  a  Senator,  heard  their 
echoes  in  Washington.  They  agreed 
with  her  then — as  did  most  Americans 
who  favored  the  restoration  of  Israel. 
Why  does  she  now  attempt  to  discredit 
their  good  faith — the  sincerity  of  many 
other  great  American  leaders — merely 
because  she  changed  her  mind? 

Whsrs  Do  Wo  Go?  But  post-mortems 
serve  little  purpose  unless  they  help  an¬ 
swer  the  question:  “Where  do  we  go 
from  here?”  One  fact  emerges  from 
the  foregoing  recital.  For  40  years 
the  weak  thread  of  appeasement  runs 
unevenly  through  the  fabric  of  our 
policy  and  the  slightest  stress  or  strain 
rips  it  apart. 

The  West  has  never  confronted  the 
Arabs  of  the  Near  East  with  the  funda¬ 
mental  fact  that  those  who  claim  rights 
must  discharge  their  correlative  obli¬ 
gations. 

The  West  has  tended  to  excuse  and 
indulge  Arab  aggression,  whether  it  is 
directed  against  Jew  or  brother  Arab, 
whether  it  is  direct  attack  or  indirect 
subversion.  The  Arabs  have  never  been 
presented  with  an  open  challenge  which 
summons  them  to  comply  with  the  UN 
Charter  and  to  make  peace. 

Little  wonder  that  the  Arabs  have 
convinced  themselves  that  Israel  can 
and  will  be  destroyed.  This  attitude  is 
one  of  the  basic  causes  of  instability  in 
the  region. 

Nor  is  there  doubt  that  Israel's  danger 
will  grow  when  the  time  comes  for 
Western  forces  to  withdraw  from  Leb¬ 
anon  and  Jordan.  The  existing  security 
shield  will  be  gone.  Arab  hostility  will 
be  fanned,  for  Israel,  a  symbol  of  West¬ 
ern  civilization  in  the  region,  will  be  a 
special  target.  It  will  be  the  residuary 
legatee  of  all  the  hatred  that  has  been 
incited  against  the  U.S.  and  the  U.K. 
in  connection  with  recent  troop  move¬ 
ments. 

It  would  be  logical  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  to  fortify  Israel  both  by  firm 
guarantees  as  well  as  by  material  assist¬ 
ance  to  enable  her  to  strengthen  her 
economy  and  her  defense  capacity. 
Some  day,  the  Great  Powers  may  pro¬ 
duce  an  arms  embargo  for  the  Near 
East,  but  we  are  a  long  way  from  it  and 
until  that  day  comes  every  democratic 

(Continued  on  page  1 16— column  I) 
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Congress  on  the  Near  East  Crisis 


A  tense  fortnight  that  opened  with 
the  Iraq  coup  and  the  landing  of  U.S. 
Marines  in  Beirut  found  Congress  ex¬ 
pressing  considerable  agreement  on 
what  should  be  done  to  solve  the  Near 
East  crisis  but  divided  on  how  to  do  it. 

There  was  general  agreement  that 
the  Iraq  coup  was  a  setback  for  U.S. 
policy,  and  voices  were  raised  in  the 
Senate  calling  for  prompt  action  to  keep 
the  fires  of  revolution  from  spreading 
throughout  the  region  as  well  as  for 
caution  and  vigilance  in  our  counter¬ 
measures  to  avoid  a  chain  reaction 
which  would  set  off  World  War  III. 

A  resolution  urging  creation  of  a 
UN  force  was  adopted  with  little  dis¬ 
sent  Many  called  for  a  fresh  reap¬ 
praisal  of  the  Eisenhower  Doctrine,  the 
Baghdad  Pact,  and  the  Mutual  Security 
program. 

With  few  exceptions,  responsibility 
for  the  crisis  was  placed  on  Nasser’s  ac¬ 
tivities  and  infiuence  rather  than  on 
Communist  intrigue,  but  there  was  less 
agreement  on  whether  Nasser’s  drive 
for  empire  or  a  genuine  upsurge  of 
Arab  nationalism  sparked  the  Baghdad 
revolt  There  was  little  tendency  to 
charge  U.S.  support  of  Israel  as  the 
basis  of  anti-Westemism  among  the 
Arabs,  or  to  criticize  the  Administra¬ 
tion  for  having  stopped  the  British  and 
the  French  at  Suez  last  year.  Sharpest 
differences  of  opinion  arose  over  the 
unilateral  character  of  U.S.  action  in 
ANALYSIS,  continued 
friend  of  the  West  should  be  equipped 
to  defend  itself. 

Finally,  the  U.S.  commitment  to  Is¬ 
rael  should  be  spelled  out  in  language 
that  is  understandable  to  everyone,  in¬ 
cluding  Nasser.  We  have  just  extended 
new  commitments  to  the  Baghdad  Pact 
powers.  There  is  no  reason  why  we 
should  hesitate  to  offer  a  firm  guarantee 
to  Israel.  While  the  U.S.  intervention 
in  Lebanon  was  obviously  reassuring, 
for  it  demonstrated  that  our  country  is 
ready  to  honor  its  commitments,  an  ex¬ 
plicit  guarantee  to  Israel  is  needed  not 
merely  to  reassure  the  Israelis  but  to 
deter  Nasser  and  every  other  Arab 
leader.  Collective  security  relies  on 
deterrence  as  well  as  intervention.  It 
is  the  road  to  peace. 


Lebanon,  a  number  of  Sienators  insist¬ 
ing  that  the  UN  was  the  only  proper 
medium  through  which  to  work  in  this 
crisis.  The  U.S.  proposal  to  hold  the 
summit  conference  at  the  UN  Security 
Council  won  widespread  approval. 

Consequences  of  the  Iraq  Revolt 

Discussion  in  the  Senate  was  opened 
on  July  14  by  Sen.  mike  Mansfield 
(D)  Mont.,  Sen.  j.  w.  fulbright  (D) 
Ark.,  and  Sen.  Hubert  h.  Humphrey 
(D)  Minn. 

^n.  MANSFIELD  viewed  the  over¬ 
throw  of  the  Hashemite  kingdom  in 
Iraq  with  the  utmost  gravity.  It 
strengthened  Nasser,  foreshadowed 
trouble  in  Jordan  and  Saudi  Arabia, 
and  demonstrated  the  ineffectiveness  of 
the  Eisenhower  Doctrine  to  meet  in¬ 
ternal  problems.  The  crisis  called  for 
a  reappraisal  of  our  policy  he  said, 
adding: 

“It  is  my  hope  that  this  matter  will 
be  considered  as  quickly  as  possible 
in  the  UN.  It  is  also  my  hope  that 
the  creation  of  an  addition  to  the 
present  UN  police  force  will  be  ser¬ 
iously  considered,  so  the  UN  can 
take  the  lead  in  helping  to  bring 
about,  on  a  multilateral  basis,  a 
solution  of  the  difficulties  in  this 
area.” 

Sen.  FULBRIGHT  associated  himself 
with  these  views  and  went  on  to  say 
that  as  far  back  as  Jan.  24,  1957,  dur¬ 
ing  consideration  of  the  Eisenhower 
Doctrine,  he  had  stressed  the  need  for 
a  new  approach  in  our  policy.  The 
Doctrine,  he  said,  dfered  no  program 
to  get  at  the  base  of  the  area’s  prob¬ 
lems — in  which  peace  between  Israel 
and  the  Arabs  was  “indispensable” — 
and  he  saw  “no  evidence  tluit  the  par¬ 
ticular  movement  now  under  way  is 
directly  inspired  by  the  Communists.” 
The  Arkansas  legislator  said: 

“It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  perfect  evi¬ 
dence  that  the  approach  of  the  Bagh¬ 
dad  Pact,  the  SEATO  approach,  the 
idea  that  military  alliances  can  in 
themselves  restrain  the  kind  of  revo¬ 
lutionary  movement  now  under  way, 
are  not  appropriate  means  to  meet 
the  problems.” 

Sen.  HUMPHREY  likewise  viewed  the 
Iraq  revolt  as  a  serious  policy  defeat 


which  demonstrated  the  weakness  of 
the  Eisenhower  Doctrine  and  the  Bagh¬ 
dad  Pact.  The  Doctrine  “deluded”  the 
Administration,  he  said,  into  believing 
that  it  was  a  policy  rather  than  “noth¬ 
ing  but  a  limited  form  of  protection” 
which  failed  to  take  account  of  such 
new  forms  of  aggression  as  Cairo  Radio 
propaganda  “of  the  most  virulent  and 
irresponsible  type”  imd  economic  of¬ 
fensives.  He  was  emphatic  in  pointing 
out  that  he  and  other  Senators  had  re¬ 
peatedly  warned  against  relying  on 
military  pacts  to  ward  off  trouble  in 
Iraq.  He  said: 

“We  had  a  tendency  to  assume  that 
a  military  pact  is  an  answer  to  a 
particular  set  of  problems  .  .  .  We 
have  emphasized  and  reemphasized 
military'  pacts,  but  we  have  failed 
properly  to  estimate  the  importance 
of  public  opinion.”  (Like  Sen.  ful- 
BRiOHT,  he  said  it  would  be  a  mis¬ 
take  to  blame  the  crisis  on  Com¬ 
munism.)  “These  problems  would 
have  arisen  in  the  Middle  East  if  there 
had  been  no  Conununists.  The 
Conununists  have  aided  and  abetted, 
but,  make  no  mistake  about  it,  the 
revolt  which  took  place  this  morning 
in  the  Iraqi  Army  was  not  a  revolt  by 
the  Communists,  but  was  a  revolt 
...  of  young  military  personnel  .  .  . 
who  desire  a  place  in  the  sun,  so 
to  speak,  for  their  country.” 

The  Minnesota  Senator,  was  espe¬ 
cially  emphatic  in  warning  the  U.S. 
against  unilateral  military  action.  “We 
are  not  going  to  outbluff  a  revolution¬ 
ary  like  Nasser,”  he  warned.  Trying 
to  go  it  alone  in  the  Near  East  and 
solve  problems  our  own  way  rather 
than  through  the  UN  in  concert  with 
many  countries  “can  only  bring  down 
on  us  the  wrath  of  many  people,  the 
hatred  and  bitterness  of  people  who  are 
disillusioned  and  frustrated,  and  the 
conspiracy  and  deviltry  of  many  power- 
consumed  people  in  the  area  who  seek 
to  find  a  scapegoat  for  all  their  trou¬ 
bles.”  Instead  of  trying  to  encourage 
alliances  and  maintain  a  half-in,  half- 
out  position  in  the  Baghdad  Pact,  Sen. 
HUMPHREY  said: 

“We  would  be  better  oB  working 
through  the  UN,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Charter,  in  seeking  to  estab¬ 
lish  and  encourage  a  Middle  East  ' 

Development  Agency  which  would  ' 

serve  both  as  a  capital  fund  and  as 
a  technical  planning  body,  with  the  1 

objective  in  mind  of  the  promotion 
and  creation  of  broad  programs  of 
economic  development”  ! 

Sen.  WAYNE  MORSE  (D)  Ore.,  sup-  ^ 

ported  the  Minnesota  &nator’s  warn-  1 

ing  against  unilateral  action  “when  we  I 
should  have  the  other  free  nations  to  ' 
work  with  us  through  the  UN,”  as  did  < 
Sen.  JOSEPH  c.  o'mahoney  (D)  Wyo.,  ' 

but  Sen.  John  sherman  cooper  (R)  ^ 

Ky.,  cautioned  him  against  “develt^ing  ^ 
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a  full  dress  debate  based  on  criticism 
of  American  policy  in  the  area."  The 
Kentucky  Senator  attributed  U.S.  trou¬ 
bles  in  the  region  to  our  support  of  Is¬ 
rael  and  to  the  Arab  resentment  against 
the  British  and  the  French.  U.S.  efforts 
to  stop  the  Suez  attack,  he  said  “should 
have  given  proof  to  the  Arab  nations 
that  we  took  an  objective  position.  If 
that  did  not  convince  them,  what  would 
convince  them?  Yet  I  doubt  that  it  did 
convince  them  of  the  sincerity  of  our 
attitude.” 

Sen.  COOPER  also  tried  to  defend 
American  policy  against  Sen.  Humph¬ 
rey's  criticism  by  emphasizing  the 
“tremendous  amounts  of  money”  which 
went  to  the  area  as  economic  aid  and 
investment,  U.S.  support  of  the  Arab 
refugees,  and  our  efforts  to  solve  the 
water  problems  of  Israel  and  the  Arab 
states.  When  Sen.  Humphrey  rejoined 
that  “it  is  very  easy  to  place  the  blame 
on  Israel,”  and  that  “our  relationship 
with  Israel  did  not  keep  Iraq  from  be¬ 
ing  friendly  to  the  U.S.,”  Sen.  cooper 
stressed  his  support  of  Israel.  He  in¬ 
sisted,  however,  that  “the  chief  issue 
between  the  Arab  coimtries  and  the 
U.S.  is  our  policy  toward  Israel,”  but 
said  also  that  the  direct  cause  of  the 
Iraq  revolt  was  “tremendous  internal 
forces  which  exist  and  which  we  can¬ 
not  control.” 

Sen.  ALEXANDER  WILEY  (R)  Wis., 
regarded  the  revolt  in  Iraq  as  a  defeat 
for  the  West  in  the  cold  war  with  the 
Soviet  Union,  and  warned  against  pre¬ 
cipitate  action  that  might  draw  the 
Kremlin  into  a  global  conflagration  that 
it  did  not  want  to  start.  He  added: 
“But  the  danger  in  the  Middle  East 
is  more  than  that  of  accidental  global 
war  being  started.  It  is  the  danger 
that  Moscow  will  now  use  the  tri¬ 
umph  of  pan-Arabism — which  is  a 
convenient  cloak — in  order  to  take 
over  the  Middle  East  entirely.” 
Unlike  those  who  advocated  UN 
measures  to  pacify  the  Middle  East,  the 
Republican  leader  in  the  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  Committee  urged  the  U.S.  to 
“initiate  immediate  discussion  with  pro- 
Western  Middle  East  and  other  allied 
powers — Iran,  Turkey,  Great  Britain 
and  others.” 

Wliy  Troops  Entered  Lebanon 

But  criticism  was  stilled  and  the 
Senate  closed  ranks  the  following  day 
when  the  President’s  decision  to  land 
the  Marines  in  Lebanon  was  announced 
by  Sen.  lyndon  b.  Johnson  (D)  Tex., 
who  called  for  unity  behind  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  action.  He  was  joined  by  Sen. 
WILUAM  F.  KNOWLAND  (R)  Calif.,  who 
directed  attention  to  the  statement  made 
by  Ambassador  henry  cabot  lodge  at 
the  Security  Councu  explaining  the 


This  issue  has  been  enlarged  to 
bring  readers  a  special  report  on 
Congress.  Some  of  the  statements 
are  sharply  critical  of  Administra¬ 
tion  policy  leading  up  to  the  crisis, 
but  the  editors  of  the  Near  East 
Report  believe  that  a  substantial 
majority  of  the  Congress,  press  and 
the  public  strongly  approve  the  U.S. 
action  in  Lebanon  and  endorse  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  John  Foster  Dulles’ 
view  that  Nasserism  is  a  menace  to 
the  peace  of  the  Near  East  and  the 
defense  of  the  free  world. 


U.S.  action  and  promising  withdrawal 
as  soon  as  the  UN  could  take  over. 

Support  for  the  President  was  ex¬ 
pressed  by  Sen.  Jacob  k.  javits  (R) 
N.Y.,  who  praised  the  Chief  Executive 
for  acting  with  decisiveness  and  cour¬ 
age.  Answering  the  previous  day’s 
critics  of  the  Eisenhower  Doctrine,  the 
New  York  Senator  said: 

“The  President  of  the  United  States, 
if  he  is  not  invoking  the  letter  of  the 
Eisenhower  Doctrine,  is  certainly  in¬ 
voking  its  spirit.  If  legally  we  can¬ 
not  define  this  aggression  in  Lebanon 
as  being  Communist-inspired,  cer¬ 
tainly  the  people  of  the  world  under¬ 
stand  that  without  the  backing  of  the 
Soviet  Union,  President  Nasser  would 
not  be  running  the  risk  which  so  far 
he  has  run  successfully  to  the  great 
damage  of  the  free  world.” 

The  President’s  decision  was  also 
supported  by  Sen.  Richard  l.  neuber- 
GER  (D)  Ore.,  who  warned  that  we 
would  have  no  friends  if  we  did  not 
protect  them  against  “intrigue  from 
within  and  Nasser’s  Arab  assaults  from 
without.”  Sen.  edward  j.  thye  (R) 
Minn.,  said  we  were  acting  in  the  “best 
interests  of  collective  self-defense,”  in¬ 
asmuch  as  the  Soviet  Union  could  have 
vetoed  any  UN  proposal  and  delay 
would  have  meant  chaos. 

Sen.  j.  GLENN  BEALL  (R)  Md.,  said 
that  this  was  the  time  for  the  U.S.  to 
take  a  “firm  position  against  the  en¬ 
croachment  of  Communism.” 

A  similar  view  was  expressed  by  Sen. 
STYLES  BRIDGES  (R)  N.H.,  who  Said 
the  U.S.  could  not  wait  for  the  UN  to 
circumvent  a  Russian  veto.  Warning 
against  the  Communist  danger,  and  the 
probability  that  Lebanon,  Jordan  and 
Israel  would  stand  beleaguered  unless 
we  acted.  Sen.  bridges  said: 

“We  have  been  forced  to  realize  that 
the  march  of  Nasserism  now  re¬ 
sembles  the  march  of  Nazism  before 
World  War  II,  and  could  result  in 
similar  consequences  if  allowed  to 
spread  unchecked.  We  are  not  op¬ 
posed  to  nationalism  as  such,  but  we 
have  been  forced  to  realize  tlut  there 
are  two  kinds  of  nationalism — the 
benign  and  the  malignant.  We  have 
been  forced  to  realize  that  Nasser’s 
brand  of  nationalism  is  more  nudig- 
nant  than  it  is  benign.  And  we  have 
acted  wisely  and  decisively  upon  that 
realization.” 


Sen.  THRUSTON  B.  MORTX>N  (R)  Ky. 
and  Sen.  homer  e.  capehart  (R)  Ind., 
concurred  in  supporting  the  President’s 
decision.  The  Hoosier  Senator  also 
rebuked  the  oitics  of  Administration 
policy  for  taking  the  position  that  “prac¬ 
tically  everything  the  U.S.  and  its  gov¬ 
ernment  does  b  wrong,”  and  warned 
against  the  tendency  to  sell  the  U.S. 
short. 

Sen.  H.  ALEXANDER  SMITH  (R)  N.J., 
and  Sen.  John  marshall  butler 
(R)  Md.,  also  made  statements  en¬ 
dorsing  the  President’s  action.  Sen. 
WILEY  directed  attention  to  the  lengthy 
propaganda  campaign  carried  on  by 
Cairo  Radio  against  Iraq  and  the  West, 
and  urged  strong  counter-measures.  He 
rejected  the  view  that  Nasser  was  the 
leader  of  Arab  nationalism  and  charged 
that  “from  Nasser’s  own  aggressive  ac¬ 
tion  in  the  Sudan  and  elsewhere,  it  is 
clear  that  he,  himself,  is  imperialistic- 
ally  ready,  willing  and  eager  to  domi¬ 
nate  other  countries  and  make  them 
serfs  of  Cairo.”  Others  who  regarded 
Nasser  as  the  major  cause  of  the  Near 
East  crisis  and  who  supported  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  action  were  Sen.  prescott  bush 
(R)  Conn.,  Sen.  John  d.  hoblitzell 
(R)  W.  Va.,  Sen.  henry  m.  jackson 
(D)  Wash.,  and  Sen.  frank  carlson 
(R)  Kans.,  who  said  that  the  tele¬ 
grams  he  had  received  were  unanimous 
in  their  approval  of  the  President 
Support  for  the  President’s  action  was 
expres^  by  other  Senators  even  though 
they  believed  that  a  serious  mistake 
had  been  made.  But  Sen.  Mansfield, 
who  had  consistently  advocated  UN  ac¬ 
tion  only,  was  the  first  to  voice  doubts 
over  the  wisdom  of  landing  the  Ma¬ 
rines  in  Lebanon,  pointing  out  that  the 
action  was  not  taken  under  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  Doctrine.  Sen.  william  prox- 
MiRE  (D)  Wis.,  protested  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  decision  and  warned: 

“From  this  day  forward  it  will  be 
virtually  impossiUe  for  friends  of  the 
West  to  enjoy  popular  support  or 
political  power  in  the  Near  East. 
American  tro<^  are  likely  to  be 
locked  into  this  intervention  for  a 
long  time,  and  our  government  faced 
with  the  terrible  alternative  of  a 
withdrawal  in  defeat  or  perpetual 
occupation.  We  should  press  as 
hard  as  we  can  for  the  UN  to  step 
into  this  controversy  and  for  os  to 
step  out  at  the  earliest  possible 
moment” 

Sen.  MORSE,  characterizing  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  decision  as  a  “sorry  and  historic 
mistake,”  made  the  following  points: 
(1)  there  was  no  authorization  under 
the  Eisenhower  Doctrine  to  send  troops 
into  Lebanon;  (2)  neither  troops  nor 
dollars  can  save  the  “old  regimes  of 
feudal  overlords,”  which  are  toppling 
before  Arab  nationalism;  (3)  “I  am  not 
in  favor  of  spending  American  blood 
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for  oil”;  and  (4)  the  U.S.  should  move 
only  through  the  UN  and  support  a 
UN  force  to  police  the  Middle  East 
After  hearing  the  President’s  message, 
the  Oregon  Senator  denied  that  the 
President  had  the  right  to  dispatch 
troops  to  a  foreign  country. 

Unlike  Sen.  morse,  Sen.  cooper  said 
that  the  President  acted  within  his  con¬ 
stitutional  power.  At  the  same  time  he 
called  for  support  for  the  President  al¬ 
though  he  repeated  his  position  in  op¬ 
position  to  military  intervention  in  Leb¬ 
anon.  “I  believe  there  are  operating  in 
the  Middle  East  forces  and  movements 
which  cannot  be  bottled  up  or  settled 
by  force,”  he  said  in  a  call  for  a  UN 
police  force. 

Sen.  CLINTON  P.  ANDERSON  (D)  N. 
M.,  offered  the  view  that  the  Near  East 
conflict  could  continue  for  as  long  as 
the  Korean  situation  and  added  that  he 
had  been  very  much  impressed  by  Sen. 
HUMPHREY'S  Comments  on  Arab  na¬ 
tionalism. 

On  this  point  Sen.  fulbrioht  ob¬ 
served  that  the  U.S.  had  never  made  up 
its  mind  whether  to  oppose  or  work 
with  ”Arab  nationalism— epitomized  in 
Nasser.”  His  opinion  was  that  we  had 
lost  touch  with  the  people  in  our  con¬ 
centration  on  military  pacts,  and  he 
questioned  the  efficiency  of  our  intelli¬ 
gence  representatives  in  Iraq  because 
of  their  failure  to  read  the  signs  of 
impending  revolt 

“In  most  countries  the  U.S.  has  dealt 
with  princes,  potentates,  big  busi¬ 
nessmen  and  the  entrenched,  fre¬ 
quently  corrupt,  representatives  of 
the  past  .  .  .  Unless  our  long-range 
policies  can  be  adapted  to  the  opin¬ 
ions  of  mankind,  our  foreign  policies 
are  doomed  to  continued  failure.” 

But  Sen.  capehart  objected  to  Sen. 
fulbrioht’s  characterization  of  Nas¬ 
ser.  The  Indiana  Senator  observed 
that  it  was  Nasser  who  was  stirring  up 
the  trouble  in  the  Near  East,  and  that 
he  was  repaying  us  in  this  manner  for 
saving  him  from  the  British  and  French. 
“No  one  seems  to  take  the  position, 
which  is  true  and  100  per  cent  factual, 
that  Mr.  Nasser  is  being  promoted  and 
abetted  and  encouraged  by  Russia,  in 
direct  opposition  to  our  interests,  prin¬ 
ciples  and  beliefs.” 

Like  Sen.  wiley.  Sen.  capehart  also 
expressed  resentment  against  the  tend¬ 
ency  to  disparage  U.S.  foreign  policy. 
“Why  is  it  necessary  constantly  to  ac¬ 
cuse  the  U.S.  of  being  wrong  in  every¬ 
thing  it  imdertakes,  and  to  contend  that 
everyone  else  is  always  right?” 

Tte  resolution  adopted  in  1957  call¬ 
ing  on  the  U.S.  to  seek  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  UN  police  force  was  brought 
to  the  Senate’s  attention  by  Sen.  Hum¬ 
phrey. 

“The  problems  confronting  us  in  the 


Middle  East  are  not  susceptible  of  mili¬ 
tary  solution,”  he  said.  Arab  nation¬ 
alism,  he  added,  was  a  fact  which  can¬ 
not  be  rubbed  out,  and  its  supporters 
as  well  as  the  Kremlin  will  use  the 
troop  landings  as  a  propaganda  weapon 
to  turn  the  small  nations  against  the 
U.S.  While  the  men  in  the  Kremlin  in 
his  opinion,  would  not  start  World  War 
III,  ffiey  “are  waiting  for  us  to  make 
enough  mistakes  .  .  .  They  are  looking 
now  at  the  Middle  East  They  are  go¬ 
ing  to  appear  as  the  champions  of  Arab 
nationalism.  They  are  going  to  appear 
by  every  bit  of  propaganda  they  can 
put  out,  as  the  ‘protectors’  of  the  Arab 
peoples’  ‘rights.’  ”  The  Minnesota  Sen¬ 
ator  was  praised  by  Sen.  Joseph  s. 
CLARK  (D)  Pa.,  and  by  Sen.  pat 
MCNAMARA  (D)  Mich. 

In  Sen.  Humphrey's  view  the  time 
had  come  for  the  U.S.  to  negotiate  with 
Nasser  for  Near  East  peace  and  stabil¬ 
ity.  Pointing  out  that  the  U.S.  saved 
the  Nasser  government  by  getting  the 
British,  French  and  Israelis  to  with¬ 
draw,  he  urged: 

“It  would  be  well  for  him  to  be 
talked  to  in  terms  of  the  responsi¬ 
bility  which  his  country  and  he, 
himself,  as  a  person  have  for  peace 
and  justice.  We  shall  not  accomp¬ 
lish  anything  by  ignoring  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  these  people.” 

Other  Senators  who  expressed  op¬ 
position  or  doubt  over  the  wisdom  of 
U.S.  military  intervention  were  Sen. 
STUART  SYMINGTON  (D)  Mo.,  Sen. 
HARRY  FLO(M>  BYRD  (D)  Va.,  Sen.  MIL- 
TON  R.  YOUNG  (R)  N.D.,  Sen.  george 
w.  MALONE  (R)  Nev.,  Sten.  Ralph  e. 
FLANDERS  (R)  Vt.,  Sen.  ALLEN  J.  ELL- 
ender  (D)  La.,  and  Sen.  william  e. 
JENNER  (R)  Ind.  The  latter  argued 
that  the  Near  East  crisis  demonstrated 
the  failure  of  our  foreign  aid  program. 

Sen.  ARTHUR  v.  WATKINS  (R)  Utah, 
said  the  President’s  decision  was  fully 
justified  but  disagreed  with  reasons  giv¬ 
en  for  it.  He  added  that  military  force 
would  not  solve  the  basic  problems  of 
the  area,  and  ascribed  the  “basic  causes 
of  unrest”  to  the  “establishment  of  the 
State  of  Israel  in  the  midst  of  Arab  na¬ 
tions.”  He  recalled  the  four-point  pro¬ 
gram  he  had  proposed  in  a  report  of 
E>ec.  1953,  in  which  he  advocat^:  (1) 
guarantees  for  the  borders  of  Israel  and 
the  Arab  states;  (2)  reparations  by  Is¬ 
rael  to  the  Arab  refugees;  (3)  solution 
of  the  refugee  problem  by  resettlement 
outside  of  Israel;  and  (4)  international 
assistance  for  the  development  of  water 
resources.  Sen.  watkins  also  advocat¬ 
ed  reopening  talks  with  Nasser  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Aswan  Dam. 

His  proposals  brought  from  Sen.  jav- 
ITS  the  observation  that  the  “drive 
toward  Arab  hegemony  is  not  going  to 
be  stopped  by  throwing  Israel  to  Nas¬ 


ser,  any  more  than  Hitler  was  stopped 
when  he  was  thrown  Czechoslovakia 
and  other  countries  in  Europe.”  He  also 
pointed  out  that  Jews  had  b^n  expelled 
from  almost  all  the  Arab  states  and  that 
much  of  the  Near  East’s  misery  would 
have  been  avoided  if  the  Arabs  had  not 
rejected  the  original  UN  proposals  in 
their  vain  effort  to  “push  what  was  then 
Israel  into  the  sea.” 

Foilure  of  Intelligonce 

Deep  concern  was  expressed  by  Sen¬ 
ators  HUMPHREY,  MANSFIELD,  FUL- 
BRiGHT  and  Others  over  the  failure  of 
our  intelligence  services  to  give  the 
alert  on  the  Iraq  coup,  and  a  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  providing  for  a  Joint 
Committee  to  oversee  the  Central  In¬ 
telligence  Agency  was  submitted  by 
Sen.  MANSFIELD.  A  resolution  calling 
for  an  investigation  of  the  CIA  and 
attacking  it  on  the  basis  of  alleged  fail¬ 
ure  “to  properly  warn  and  advise  the 
leaders  of  our  country  of  certain  catas¬ 
trophic  dangers  to  the  security  of  our 
nation  and  the  world”  was  submitted 
by  Sen.  william  lanoer  (R)  N.D. 
In  the  House,  the  substance  of  the 
Mansfield  resolution  was  advocated  by 
Rep.  ARMISTEAD  I.  SELDON,  JR.  (D) 
Ala.,  Rep.  a.  Sydney  herlong,  jr.  (D) 
Fla.,  and  Rep.  CHARLES  B.  brownson 
(R)  Ind. 

The  establishment  of  a  UN  police 
force  won  widespread  support  in  the 
Senate,  which  agreed  by  voice  vote  to  a 
concurrent  resolution  submitted  by  Sen. 
JOHN  j.  SPARKMAN  (D)  Ala.,  which 
was  identical  with  the  one  adopted  by 
the  Senate  in  1957.  Sen.  langer  went 
on  record  in  opposition  to  the  resolu¬ 
tion  and  Sen.  jenner  filed  a  motion  for 
reconsideration.  In  the  House,  it  re¬ 
ceived  warm  support  from  Rep.  Ken¬ 
neth  B.  KEATING  (R)  N.Y.  and  Rep. 
frank  m.  coffin  (D)  Maine. 

In  another  action,  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  voted  to  under¬ 
take  a  full  study  and  review  of  U.S. 
foreign  policy  at  a  cost  of  $300,000. 

In  the  House,  discussion  about  the 
troop  landing  in  Beirut  was  discouraged 
by  Speaker  sam  raybihin  but  not  until 
Rep.  HENRY  s.  REUss  (D)  Wis.,  had 
sharply  criticized  the  President’s  action, 
accusing  him  of  failing  to  consult  Con¬ 
gress  despite  his  promise  to  do  so  given 
during  the  discussion  over  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  Doctrine.  Rep.  reuss  warned 
that  by  intervening,  “we  risk  not  only 
World  War  III  but  also  the  moral  le- 
vulsion  of  the  uncommitted  world.”  He 
advocated  coming  to  terms  with  “ine- 
pressible  Arab  nationalism.” 

In  the  face  of  Rayburn’s  admonition, 
others  expressed  their  opposition  to  or 
doubts  a^ut  the  wisdom  of  the  troop 
landings  either  by  inserting  in  the  Con* 


118 


r 


gressional  Record  home-town  news¬ 
paper  editorials  reflecting  their  views, 
or  by  statements  in  their  newsletters  to 
constituents.  They  included  Repre¬ 
sentatives  PERKINS  BASS  (R)  N.H., 

STEWART  L.  UDALL  (D)  Ariz.,  CHARLES 
A.  VANIK  (D)  Ohio,  J.  CARLTON  LOSER 

(D)  Tenn.,  frank  Thompson,  jr.  (D) 
N.J.,  RAY  J.  MADDEN  (D)  Ind.,  and 
WILLIAM  H.  AVERY  (R)  KaiU. 

Rep.  JOHN  W.  MCCORMACK  (D) 
Mass.,  Majority  Leader  of  the  House, 
was  the  Democratic  leader  who  re¬ 
minded  the  President  on  July  14  of  the 
wasted  opportunity  at  Suez  in  1956. 

Rep.  CLARENCE  CANNON  (D)  Mo., 
said  that  the  crisis  would  have  been 
avoided  if  the  U.S.  had  not  stopped  the 
Suez  attack  and  saved  Nasser  from 
“much  needed  chastisement  by  those 
he  had  plundered  in  connection  with 
his  indefensible  confiscation  of  the  Suez 
Canal.”  And  Rep.  Robert  w.  hemp- 
hill  (D)  S.C. — also  in  a  debate  on 
the  Floor — blamed  the  imbalance  of 
governmental  powers  in  favor  of  the 
Executive  for  ^e  U.S.  error  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  Suez  attack  and  for  the 
present  policy. 

A  much  larger  number  of  Congress¬ 
men  indicated  their  approval  of  the 
President’s  action.  Rep.  Robert  l.  f. 
SIKES  (D)  Fla.,  warned  that  only  force 
would  stop  Nasser  and  “his  Russian 
tutors,”  and  said  that  “America  must 
now  act  or  watch  the  influence  of  the 
Western  world  in  that  area  disinte¬ 
grate.”  A  similar  view  was  expressed 
by  Rep.  emanuel  celler  (D)  N.Y., 
Rep.  JAMES  ROOSEVELT  (D)  Calif., 
Rep.  ABRAHAM  J.  MULTER  (D)  N.Y. 
and  Rep.  Walter  h.  judd  (R)  Minn., 
who  included  an  extract  from  the  anti- 
Nasser  speech  of  Dr.  Fadhil  al-Jamali. 
Others  who  supported  the  Administra¬ 
tion  included  Representatives  burr  p. 
HARRISON  (D)  Va.,  LAURENCE  CURTIS 
(R)  Mass.,  EDITH  NOURSE  ROGERS  (R) 
Mass.,  THOMAS  J.  LANE  (D)  Mass., 
LEON  H.  GAVIN  (R)  Pa.,  CHARLES  M. 
TEAGUE  (R)  Calif.,  DONALD  L.  JACKSON 
(R)  Calif.,  and  daniel  j.  flood  (D) 
Pa.,  who  reported  that  Luzerne  County 
(Pa.)  residents  of  Lebanese  birth  and 
extraction  unanimously  supported 
American  intervention. 

Rep.  VICTOR  L.  ANFUSO  (D)  N.Y. 
urged  that-  the  U.S.  give  arms  to  Israel 
as  the  “only  staunch  and  reliable  ally 
of  the  U.S.  in  that  part  of  the  world,” 
and  Rep.  Charles  a.  boyle  (D)  Ill., 
advocated  not  only  the  grant  of  arms 
but  also  suggested  the  “deployment  of 
a  security  force  to  the  State  of  Israel 
until  such  time  as  the  UN  sees  fit  to 
send  a  UN  force  to  this  part  of  the 
world.”  Rep.  albert  p.  morano  (R) 
Conn.,  sent  a  letter  to  the  President  also 
urging  arms  for  Israel.  Rep.  Leonard 


FARBSTEiN  (D)  N.Y.,  advocated  a  se¬ 
curity  treaty  with  Israel. 

Few  statements  were  made  on  the 
House  Floor  by  members  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Affairs  Committee,  but  Rep. 
THOMAS  E.  MORGAN  (D)  Pa.,  acting 
chairman,  strongly  supported  the  Ad¬ 
ministration’s  firm  action  and  had  no 
illusions  about  Nasser’s  role  in  the 
crisis.  A  large  majority  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  members  were  said  to  agree. 

Policy  at  tho  Summit 

Prior  to  the  Soviet  summit  proposal. 
Sen.  MANSFIELD  suggested  that  a  “con¬ 
ference  of  nations  not  directly  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  Middle  East  situation”  be 
called  to  find  a  solution  to  the  area’s 
problems.  These  he  listed  as  (1)  the 
Arab-Israel  conflict;  (2)  Arab  refugees; 
(3)  subversion;  and  (4)  “infiltration” 
of  arms. 

Khrushchev’s  proposal  offered  the 
U.S.  an  opportunity  to  “call  his  hand 
in  the  open  and  make  clear  where  we 
stand,”  Sen.  morse  said  on  the  Floor. 
His  sole  reservation  was  that  “any  pro¬ 
posed  agreements  would  go  to  the  UN 
for  subsequent  consideration.” 

Sen.  bridges  also  believed  that  this 
would  give  the  U.S.  an  “opportunity 
to  make  a  bold  stroke  for  peace,”  but 
urged  rejection  of  the  Communist  lead¬ 
er’s  proposal  because  of  its  offensive 
tone  and  because  the  “UN  has  taken 
jurisdiction  of  the  situation.”  He  stressed 
that  the  U.S.  should  enter  a  summit 
meeting  “only  if  it  is  sanctioned  by  and 
related  to  the  UN.” 

Sen.  HUMPHREY  accused  the  State 
Department  of  reluctance  to  agree  to 
Khnishchev’s  proposal.  He  emphasized 
the  need  for  “careful  preparations  in 
advance,”  and  criticized  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  for  allowing  Khrushchev  to  take 
the  initiative  in  calling  a  conference 
which  had  long  been  predictable. 
Among  other  conditions  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  said,  by  holding  the 
conference  under  UN  auspices  a  “coun¬ 
try  such  as  Israel  would  not  be  out¬ 
bargained.” 

Sen.  KNOWLAND  agreed  that  ample 
preparation  was  essential  to  avoid  seri¬ 
ous  error.  “I  think  it  is  very  vital  for 
the  future  security  of  this  republic  and 
the  preservation  of  the  free  world  of 
free  men  that  we  should  not  be  trapped 
into  another  Munich.” 

Sen.  JAViTS  praised  the  President’s 
reply  to  Premier  Khrushchev  broaden¬ 
ing  the  scope  of  the  conference  to  in¬ 
clude  the  whole  problem  of  Near  East 
tensions.  It  includes,  he  said: 

”...  the  incitements  to  rebellion 
and  assassinations,  news  of  which 
has  been  carried  over  the  radios  of 
Cairo  and  Damascus,  and  which  are 
as  lethal  as  armed  rebellion  within 
those  countries  through  the  shipment 


of  arms  across  their  frontiers.  It  in¬ 
cludes  also  blockade  and  boycott  and 
the  refusal  to  do  anything  about  re¬ 
settling  the  Arab  refugees.  It  in¬ 
cludes,  as  well,  the  continued  intransi- 
geance  in  terms  of  Arab-Israel  rela¬ 
tions,  and  many  other  problems. 
Whatever  may  be  said  about  the 
past  history  of  our  Mideast  relations, 
we  are  now  at  long  last  proceeding 
with  decisiveness  and  willingness  to 
take  risks.” 

Praise  for  the  President’s  proposal 
came  also  from  Sen.  Humphrey,  who 
associated  himself  with  Sen.  javits'  re¬ 
marks,  and  from  Sen.  morse.  Sen. 
MANSFIELD  rejected  the  idea  that  we 
should  fear  a  summit  conference  and 
in  answer  to  Sen.  knowland’s  earlier 
statement  said  that  “comments  which 
suggest  that  we  are  headed  for  another 
Munich  imply  this  distrust  of  our  lead¬ 
ers.”  He  called  for  full  confidence  in 
the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  State 
and  urged  that  they  enter  the  conference 
“with  a  positive  policy,  designed  not 
only  to  alleviate  the  immediate  ten¬ 
sions  in  the  Middle  East  but  to  advance 
the  solution  of  the  underlying  difficult¬ 
ies  in  the  Middle  East.  We  shall,  in 
short,  take  the  initiative  for  a  more 
durable  peace.”  The  program  which 
he  recommended  included:  (1)  a  UN 
force;  (2)  an  agreement  to  de^e  sub¬ 
version  and  the  “outpouring  of  vitriolic 
hatred”  as  acts  of  aggression;  (3)  face- 
to-face  meetings  between  Israel  and  the 
Arab  states  “to  make  the  beginnings  of 
a  beginning  toward  reconciliation”;  (4) 
international  control  of  arms  traffic; 
(S)  joint  economic  programs  designed 
for  cooperative  development  of  the  en¬ 
tire  area. 

Sen.  COOPER  also  urged  full  support 
for  the  President  and  confidence  in  his 
ability  to  present  the  U.S.  position  with 
strength  and  clarity.  He  said: 

“I  hope  that  our  government  will 
seize  this  chance  as  a  great  oppor¬ 
tunity,  to  propose  settlement,  and  I 
believe  it  s^l.  Among  other  things, 
we  could  ask  the  UN  to  establish  a 
means  of  controlling  the  traffic  in 
arms  in  the  troubled  area.  We 
should  address  to  the  attention  of 
the  UN  the  necessity  of  reaching 
some  solution  of  the  Arab-Israel 
problem.  And  this  will  require  con¬ 
cessions  on  the  part  of  both  Israel 
and  the  Arab  states.  We  can  rec¬ 
ognize  the  movement  for  Arab  unitv. 
and  at  the  same  time  ask  the  UN 
to  establish  observers  to  dissuade 
attacks  against  the  integrity  and  sov¬ 
ereignty  of  independent  nations.  We 
are  given  a  chance  to  propose  plans 
for  development  of  the  Middle  East 
area  for  its  refugees,  in  which  all 
countries  could  join  if  they  were 
moved  to  do  so.” 

Sen.  MORTON  associated  himself  with 
his  colleague’s  statement  and  pointed 
out  that  the  President  had  shown  great 
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initiative  during  the  summit  conference 
of  1955. 

In  the  House,  Rep.  sixes,  speaking 
before  the  President’s  reply  to  Khrush¬ 
chev  had  been  made  public,  warned 
against  showing  the  Russians  any  sign 
of  weakness  and  against  acceptance  of 
“worthless  promises  which  will  be  vio¬ 
lated  by  the  Russians  or  their  agents  in 
Cairo  before  Khrushchev  gets  safely 
back  to  the  Kremlin.”  He  said  that 
the  U.S.  would  have  to  do  a  better  job 
“than  she  has  done  at  any  conference 
in  many  years.” 

Rep.  HAROLD  D.  DONOHUE  (D)  MaSS., 
urged  the  U.S.  to  consider  every  pro¬ 
posal  that  might  lead  to  peace  includ¬ 
ing  those  from  the  Soviet  Union.  The 
proper  forum  for  discussions  was  the 
UN,  he  said. 

A  contrary  view  was  expressed  by 
Rep.  TIMOTHY  P.  SHEEHAN  (R)  Ill., 
who  said  that  a  summit  conference 
would  result  “in  little  good  for  the 
American  pec^le  and  will  be  of  little 
value  to  the  free  world.”  He  based 
his  opinion  mi  Russia’s  record  of  broken 
promises  and  agreements.  Rep.  Laur¬ 
ence  CURTIS  also  took  a  pessimistic 
view,  declaring  that  the  “meeting  will 
be  more  productive  of  prc^aganda 
than  worthwhile  settlements.” 

The  President’s  approval  of  a  summit 
.conference  was  applauded  by  Rep.  hugh 
SCOTT  (R)  Pa.,  who  said  that  “the 
world  can  judge  whether  Khrushchev’s 
actimis  open  any  doors  to  peaceful 
solutions  . . .  Our  watchword  sh^d  be: 
‘Peace,  yes;  propaganda,  no.’” 

Rep.  THOMPSON,  N.J.  said  that  the 
whole  nation  will  be  behind  the  Presi¬ 
dent  T^ien  he  goes  to  the  summit  meet¬ 
ing.  If  there  is  adequate  preparation, 
he  said,  “the  failure  of  the  Geneva  sum¬ 
mit  meeting  need  not  be  repeated,  nor 
should  there  be  cause  for  shaky  legs.” 


viewing  the  news 

continued 

wheeled  and  flew  to  Moscow  where, 
Cairo  claimed,  the  Soviet  Union 
boasted  it  could  turn  the  Sixth  Fleet 
into  “coffins  of  molten  steel.”  The 
Soviet  Union  recovered  its  balance, 
launched  its  offensive  for  a  summit  con¬ 
ference. 

H  In  Cairo,  Nasser  pledged  aid  to  Iraq, 
promised  that  the  UAR  flag  would  fly 
over  the  capitals  of  Jordan,  Lebanon 
and  Algeria,  while  Cairo  Radio  bra¬ 
zenly  agitated  for  the  assassination  of 
Hussein. 

K  In  Now  York,  at  the  UN,  Ambassador 
Lodge  offered  a  resolution  which  would 
have  replaced  the  Marines  with  a  UN 
force.  The  Soviet  vetoed.  A  Soviet 
resolution  condemning  the  U.S.  re¬ 
ceived  no  support.  A  Swedish  reso¬ 
lution,  critical  of  the  U.S.,  and  calling 
for  withdrawal  of  the  UN  observer 
team  was  also  defeated.  The  USSR 
vetoed  a  Japanese  proposal  to  strength¬ 
en  the  UN  observer  group  but  Secre¬ 
tary-General  Hammarskjold  later  an¬ 
nounced  plans  to  enlarge  it  under  the 
original  UN  resolution  to  1,200. 

H  At  "Tha  Summit".  Further  UN  de¬ 
bate  was  halted  by  Khrushchev’s  call. 
President  Eisenhower  denied  Soviet 
charges  of  aggression  and  accused  the 
USSR  of  supporting  expansionist  and 
aggressive  forces  in  the  Near  East. 

The  U.S.  and  U.K.  told  Khrushchev 
a  summit  meeting  could  be  held  under 
UN  auspices.  Surprisingly,  the  Soviet 
Premier  at  first  agreed,  suggested  a 
July  28  meeting  with  Indian  Prime 
Minister  Nehru  and  Arab  representa¬ 
tives  in  attendance.  'Diat  started  spec¬ 
ulation.  Why  not  others?  Pakistan, 
Israel,  Turkey,  many  more. 

The  President’s  reply  stressed  the  im¬ 
portance  of  broadening  discussions  to 


FROM  OUR  READERS 

Paul  W.  Ward,  Diplomatic  Cor- 
respoTKient,  Baltimore  Sun,  says: 

"NEAR  EAST  REPORT  is,  for  me, 
'required  reading'  but  pleasur¬ 
able  'homework,'  too.  For  this 
Washington  Letter  does  more 
than  bring  together  reports  of 
significant  Near  East  develop¬ 
ments  that  have  gone  unnotic^ 
by  the  daily  press;  it  also  syn¬ 
thesizes  those  of  headline  stature 
in  a  way  that  puts  them  into  an 
intelligible  sequence  and  perspec¬ 
tive,  pointing  up  their  real  mean¬ 
ing  for  Americans.” 

You  con  got  the  Near  bist  Re¬ 
port  for  the  next  12  months  by 
sending  us  your  name,  ocfclrow 
oikI  a  chock  for  $10. 
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include  all  Near  East  problems  and  of 
operating  within  the  UN  framework. 

Then  Khrushchev  rejected  a  UN 
meeting,  accused  the  U.S.  of  stalling, 
charged  the  Security  Council  with  in¬ 
action  and  insisted  again  upon  his 
original  five-power  proposal.  The  U.S. 
and  U.K.  stood  firm. 

H  In  Jerusalem.  Israel  leaders  were 
gravely  concerned  over  Nasser’s  grow¬ 
ing  power  and  planned  to  increase  their 
defense  capacity.  Prime  Minister  Ben- 
Gurion  said  that  if  Israel  were  invited 
to  a  summit  conference,  it  would  pro¬ 
pose  that  the  Arabs  be  required  to  meet 
Israel  face  to  face  to  establish  peace. 

In  London,  U.S.  Secretary  of  State 
Dulles  opened  the  meeting  of  the  Bagh¬ 
dad  Pact  powers.  The  Iraq  chair  was 
vacant.  To  the  Pact  nations  Mr.  Dulles 
pledged  the  full  cooperation  of  the 
U.S.  for  their  security  and  defense. 
This  was  regarded  as  U.S.  member¬ 
ship  in  the  Baghdad  Pact  in  all  but 
name. 

11  In  Khartoum,  an  Iraqi-type  pro- 
Nasser  coup  was  exposed  and  cru^ed 
by  Sudanese  authorities.  Sudanese 
Premier  Abdullah  Khalil,  who  is 
strongly  anti-Nasser,  was  to  have  been 
assassinated.  All  Sudanese  army  offi¬ 
cers  were  ordered  to  remain  at  their 
posts. 

Earlier,  Sudan  was  granted  a  World 
Bank  loan  of  $39  million  for  railroad 
development 

If  In  Bonn.  There  were  moves  to  recog¬ 
nize  the  new  Iraq  regime  because  West 
Germany  has  strong  economic  ties 
there.  Two  leaders  in  the  new  Iraq 
junta  were  in  the  1941  pro-German  re¬ 
volt. 

If  In  Romo.  Italian  leaders  renewed 
proposals  for  a  great  economic  develop¬ 
ment  program  using  Marshall  Plan  re¬ 
payments. 
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